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QUESTION: Is a veteran who has acquilred
title to real property with
his wife through a Joint
tenancy deed entitled to
the maxinum exemption from
real property taxes on that
property?
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CONCLUSION: No, only one-half,

In answering this duestion we will assume that the
veszeran has conclusively established his right to an
exemption under Art. 9, Sec, 2 of the Constitutlon and
has properly recuested the exemption under A,R.2.842-
271 through 277. We also assume that his wife 1s en-
t1tled to no such exemptlon in her own right, The
only case discussing at length thls problem is Oglesby v
Poage, 45 Ariz, 23, 40 P.2d 90 (1935). In that case the-
Jvestion was whether or not thz exemption from taxation
of property of honorably discharged soldiers did or did
not apply to the entire community property of a married
gscldier and his wife. The Supreme {ourt held that
even in a community property situation:

"the interests of the husband and
wife in the communlity estate

are each vested and capable of
being separated, and since the
Constitution of Arizona clearly
states that it 1s the property

of the husband which 1is not
subject to taxation while that of
the wife 1s, 1t follows that

such exemption only effects the
husband!s interest in the commun-
ity, and it is the duty of the
County Assessor to assesgthe
wifet!s undlvided one-half intevest
in the property involved,”

Thaet case noted that Joint tenancy was aifferent Irom
community property in that either one of the Joint
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tenants may by deed convey hls or her estate to a
third party and terminate the loint tenancy. Thus
1t would seem from this case that inasmuch as
community property of a vetersn 1s entitled to only
one-nalf an ex2mption, the lecs unified status of a
joilnt tenancy is a fortior! capable of being taxed
separately as to each interest thereln., It has al-
ways bzsen strongly held that exemptions are con-~
strued strictissimi Juris and that unless some valid
provision of the law unequivocably sustains the per-
son claiming the exempticn it wlll not be allowed.
State v Yuma Irrigation District, 55 Arlz. 178,

99 P.24 TON (1940), 1t, therefcre, 1s arparent that
the County Assessor when presented with a situation
involving a Jolnt tenancy, coamunity property or a
tenancy by the entirety where one of the owners 1.8

a veteran can only grant an exemption as far as that
veteran'!s interest extends. '
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